This study describes a method for using teacher nominations and ratings to identify socially influential, aggressive middle school students for participation in a targeted violence prevention intervention. The teacher nomination method is compared with peer nominations of aggression and influence to obtain validity evidence. Participants were urban, predominantly African American and Latino sixth-grade students who were involved in a pilot study for a large multi-site violence prevention project. Convergent validity was suggested by the high correlation of teacher ratings of peer influence and peer nominations of social influence. The teacher ratings of influence demonstrated acceptable sensitivity and specificity when predicting peer nominations of influence among the most aggressive children. Results are discussed in terms of the application of teacher nominations and ratings in large trials and full implementation of targeted prevention programs.
There are a number of challenges in the design of effective procedures to select high-risk children. One is to have selection procedures that are based on developmentally appropriate factors that constitute risk. Another is to have selection procedures that are relevant to the particular context in which screening procedures take place. Screening procedures usually take place in the school setting, most typically in elementary schools. Although, there have been studies of selection procedures with elementary school children (e.g., Huesmann et al., 1994; Lochman & CPPRG, 1995) , there has been only limited study of selection procedures targeting middle-school-age adolescents. The purpose of this paper is to describe and validate a method to identify middle school students at high risk for aggression who are influential among their peers.
An important first step in choosing youth for a targeted intervention is to identify developmentally appropriate risk factors, and to then develop selection procedures based on these risk factors Lochman & CPPRG, 1995) . Typically, selection procedures have used ratings of aggressive problems to select high-risk children (e.g., August et al., 1995; Casat et al., 1999; Huesmann et al., 1997; Metropolitan Area Child Study Research Group, 2002) . The current study builds on this work by focusing on an additional characteristic of a subset of aggressive youth that could influence school-levels of aggression, namely, the degree to which youth are influential among their peers.
Early adolescence is a critical developmental transition, and such developmental transitions represent important windows of opportunity to alter risk factors and related processes (Coie & Jacobs, 1993; Reid & Eddy, 1997) . Strategies to select high-risk youth should be sensitive to shifts in risk factors during these key transitions. The entry to middle school brings with it important changes in individual and contextual risk factors that impact risk-taking behaviors. Thus, procedures to select high-risk students should take into account developmentally sensitive risk processes that are relevant to the middle school transition.
One of the most important developmental shifts in risk processes that occurs in early adolescence is the increasing importance of peer influences on risk-taking behaviors (Coie & Jacobs, 1993; MillerJohnson & Costanzo, in press ). As children transition into adolescence, parental influences decrease as peers become increasingly important socializing agents (Dishion et al., 1994) . There are also developmental changes in links between peer acceptance and aggressive and other problem behaviors. Whereas problem-prone elementary school age children are typically rejected by their peers, by middle school, being aggressive may actually enhance social status (Coie et al., 1992; Luthar, 1997) . Aggression may be particularly status-enhancing in distressed urban settings (Coie & Jacobs, 1993; Guerra, 1998) . Those youth who are both well liked by their peers and involved in problem behaviors are viewed as being leaders in an unconventional, "anti-establishment" sense and are highly influential among their peers. In settings where aggressive students are popular among peers, the process of social mimicry might result in increased levels of aggression among students who would not normally have behaved aggressively (Moffitt, 1993) . Therefore, those early adolescents who influence other teens or are mimicked by others may be critical instigators of risk-taking behavior among other youth, in addition to displaying high levels of problem behavior themselves (Miller-Johnson et al. in press) . This "deviancy training" can take the form of talking, bragging, and boasting about aggressive and delinquent behaviors (Dishion et al., 1996) . Moreover, a small group of the most seriously aggressive children in a school commit most of the aggressive and violent behaviors. Thus, by targeting students who are both highly aggressive and influential among their peers, prevention programs can have two important effects Smith et al. (in press) . First, by lowering rates of violence among these students who committed the majority of problem behaviors, there would be direct effects on the overall school rates of aggression. Second, because these high-risk, influential children have a substantial impact on the learning, adoption, and perpetuation of aggressive and violent behavior by their peers, successful intervention efforts with these students may produce indirect effects on other students. Therefore, it is critical that we have a valid and practical method for identifying students who are both aggressive and influential.
A more practical issue facing screening procedures in middle school settings is determining who will identify high-risk students. Because of the size and departmental structure of many middle schools, we reasoned that core teachers who see students on a regular basis would be in the best position to provide nominations and ratings that could be used in selecting influential and aggressive students for intervention participation. We reached this conclusion after considering several issues arguing for and against the use of teacher information for this purpose. First, although teacher ratings are often used to select aggressive students for interventions, sociometric ratings by peers are the preferred method to assess social behaviors such as peer influences (Huesmann et al., 1994) . Second, collection of sociometric data can be challenging in middle schools due to the need for assessments to include the names of all potential peer nominees, and the need for children providing nominations to know all of the other nominees. (Zakriski et al., 1999) . Third, teacher ratings tend to show halo effects (Schachar et al., 1986) .
We reasoned that, even in large middle schools, it would be possible to identify core teachers who have sufficient opportunity to observe students interacting with peers to provide valid ratings. In the current study, we used teacher ratings of both aggression and peer influence to identify high-risk students. Teacher ratings have been shown to be valid for assessing risk for aggression among middle school as well as elementary school students (Achenbach, 1991; Huesmann et al., 1997) , and to show convergence with peer nominations of aggression (r's = .69-.79; Huesmann et al., 1994) . In addition, there is some preliminary evidence to suggest that teachers may be accurate raters of peer social structure. For example, Yugar and Shapiro (2001) compared different methods of assessing social networks and found that teacher social network methods were as accurate as peer nominations in identifying a child's best friend (∼72% accuracy). However, the validity of teacher ratings for assessing peer influence has not been investigated. Thus, a second goal of this study was to validate teacher ratings of peer influence and aggression.
In summary, the present study was undertaken to evaluate a method for identifying high-risk students using teacher ratings of aggression and influence among peers. Our first objective was to evaluate the discriminant validity of our measures of influence among peers. Specifically, we examined the extent to which peer and teacher ratings of peer influence tapped aspects of youth's social behavior that were distinct from other measures, such as popularity among peers or rejection by peers. The second objective was to evaluate the convergent validity of teacher ratings of peer influence by comparing them with peer ratings. Third, we wanted to determine the accuracy with which teacher ratings could identify a group of socially influential students within the subpopulation of the most aggressive students. Finally, we wanted to determine the extent to which the selection procedure, using teacher nominations, would select students who were both aggressive and influential according to peer nominations.
METHOD Participants
This study was conducted as a part of the pilot study for the Multi-Site Violence Prevention Project (MVPP Henry et al., in press; Miller-Johnson et al., in press ). This is a large-scale evaluation of the Guiding Responsibility and Expectations in Adolescents Today and Tomorrow (GREAT) violence prevention program for middle school students. This 2 × 2 experiment examines the effects of a universal intervention (i.e., classroom curricula and teacher training; Meyer et al., in press; Orpinas et al., in press and a targeted intervention, i.e., multifamily groups for high-risk youth; Smith et al. (in press ), singly and in combination, on aggressive and violent behavior.
We pilot tested the procedure for selecting targeted youth in one of the four sites participating in the MVPP. The site chosen involved a school district serving inner-city areas of a major midwestern city. This site was suited to this pilot study because its relatively small schools (approximately 60 sixth-grade children in each) made the process of obtaining permission and administering sociometric measures more feasible than would have been the case in the other three sites (as many as 400 sixthgraders per school). In addition, these schools had only limited departmental structure for sixth graders, meaning that groups of students remained together throughout most of the day. The pilot study in this site was conducted in four sixth grade classrooms at two schools. Data reported here were collected prior to the implementation of intervention programs.
The sample consisted of 124 male and female students from four sixth-grade classes (n's = 27, 30, 33, and 34) in two urban schools. The sixth grade in those schools served approximately equal numbers of male (51.6%) and female (48.4%) students. Approximately two thirds of the sixth grade (67.2%) reported African American ethnicity, 35.9% reported Latino, and 7.8% reported non-Hispanic White ethnic identification. Student assent and parent consent for providing nominations were obtained from 63 students (51% of the potential sample). The number of nominators in each classroom ranged from a low of 14 (39.9%) to a high of 22 (73.3%). The remaining students in each classroom did not return parental permission forms after multiple attempts. All four sixth-grade homeroom teachers, two from each school, also consented to participate in this research
Measures

Aggression
We collected validity data for the teacher nomination procedure by having the consented students complete ratings of their peers. Peer ratings were collected using the Peer Nominations of Aggression (Eron et al., 1971) . The peer nomination procedure presented each child with a list of all boys and girls in his or her classroom, with the names grouped by gender. The child was asked to cross off every name that fits the question asked by the assessor (e.g., "Who pushes and shoves other children?," "Who gets into fights a lot?"). There were no limits on the number of nominations students could make in order to increase the stability of the measurement. Each child's score on the peer nominations was the ratio of the number of nominations to the number of nominators, averaged across scale items. This measure has been used for over 30 years with demonstrated reliability and validity in several cultures (Eron & Huesmann, 1987; Huesmann & Eron, 1992) . In this study, the 10-item aggression scale had an internal consistency by Cronbach's α of .96.
The teacher nomination procedure for aggression asked teachers to nominate up to 25% of the students in their classes. Teachers were given the following list of aggressive behaviors to guide them in nominating the most aggressive 25% of their students: 1) encourages other students to fight; 2) frequently intimidates other students; 3) has a short fuse, gets angry very easily; and 4) gets into frequent physical fights.
Influence Among Peers
Ratings of peer influence were similarly obtained from peers and teachers. For peer ratings, students nominated those classmates who fit each of the following peer influence descriptors: 1) "Which students have a lot of friends?" 2) "Who are the students that other students try to be like?" 3) "Who are the students whom other students listen to?" 4) "Who are the students other students respect?" 5) "Who are the students others obey because they are afraid not to?" 6) "Who are the students who are leaders?" 7) "Who are the students who lead the troublemakers?" and, 8) "Who are the students that other students think are cool?" As with nominations for aggression, students could nominate as many peers as they wished. Item analysis showed that item 5, "Who are the students others obey because they are afraid not to?" did not contribute to the internal consistency of the influence scale and it was removed from the final scale. The remaining seven items formed an influence scale with excellent internal consistency (.90 by Cronbach's α). Importantly, the item about leading the troublemakers (item 7) correlated strongly with the total scale less that item (r = .62) as did the item asking which students others try to be like (r = .64), suggesting that the scale was tapping unconventional as well as conventional influence among peers.
Teacher ratings of peer influence were obtained on a subsample of students (n = 38). Immediately after making the aggression nominations, teachers rated students who had been nominated in the top quartile on aggression. Teachers first nominated any students they wished to nominate and then gave ratings of influence because we were interested in selecting the most influential students within the aggressive students. This procedure was also intended to preserve a degree of independence between the teacher nominations of aggression and ratings of influence. Teachers were asked to give each student a single rating on influence among peers, using the following items to guide their ratings: 1) "Who are the students other students listen to about attitudes, how to behave, what's good, important, or 'cool?"; 2) "Who sets the trends among students?"; 3) "Who seems respected by other students?"; and, 4) "These should be the students that other students try to be like, try to imitate." Social influence ratings were made a scale of "1" (not at all influential among peers) to "5" (very influential among peers).
Additional Peer Nomination Measures
We collected peer nomination measures of popularity and rejection among peers in order to test the discriminant validity of the peer social influence measure. Peer popularity was assessed using two items from the Peer Nomination Inventory: 1) "Which students are your friends?" and 2) "Which students have a lot of friends?" These items correlated .44 with each other. Peer rejection was assessed using a single item from the Peer Nomination Inventory, "Which students do you really not like?"
Procedures
Students completed the peer nominations at their school desks in a group administration conducted by an assessor unfamiliar to them. The administrator read each statement and paced the children so that sufficient time was spent on each question. The sixth-grade teachers completed nomination and rating forms without the research staff present and then returned these forms to the research staff. Teachers were paid $25 each for completing the measures. Students who returned signed parental consent forms were each given a $5 restaurant gift certificate, whether or not parents gave permission for them to provide nominations. For the purpose of this paper we define teacher-nominated aggressive students as those students nominated by their teachers for high levels of aggressive behavior (n = 38). We define selected students as those who were nominated for aggression and received a rating of 4 or 5 on the 5-point teacher social influence scale (n = 18). The selected students constituted the group that would have been recruited to participate in the targeted intervention.
RESULTS
First, we compare consented and nonconsented students on peer nomination measures. This was possible without violating consent because students were allowed to nominate any student in their classrooms, and no identifiers were retained on students without consent. Next, we provide descriptive statistics and correlations across the different measures. We then provide results on our first question of whether aggression and peer influence tap distinct dimensions of youth's social behavior. Next, we present findings on the convergent validity of teacher and peer ratings of aggression and peer influence, and on the sensitivity and specificity of the teacher ratings of influence. Finally, we investigate the multivariate results of the selection procedure.
Comparison of Those Who Provided Nominations With Those Who Did Not
Because slightly over half of students provided peer nominations, it was important to determine the representativeness of the sample of nominators. Sixty-three students (50.8%) had consent to participate and provided peer nominations of all the students in their grade. To examine potential differences between nominators and those not providing nominations, we conducted F-tests of peernominated aggression, social influence, popularity, and rejection by nominator group. There was no significant difference between the nominators and nonnominators on aggression These findings suggest that overall, the nominators were somewhat less socially influential and popular than those students who did not have consent to participate.
Descriptive Information
Descriptive statistics and correlations among teacher ratings of influence and peer nominations of aggression, influence, popularity, and rejection are shown in Table 1 . The correlation matrix shown is the result of pairwise deletion of cases with missing data. Teacher ratings of influence were only made on students already nominated for aggression, whereas peer nominations of aggression and influence were gathered for all children.
Discriminant Validity
We addressed the question of whether social influence was distinct from other measures of social factors by testing the extent to which teacher nominations and peer ratings of social influence were associated with peer nominations of rejection, popularity, and aggression. The results provided evidence for the discriminant validity of the social influence measures. As shown in Table 1 , neither teacher nor peer reports of social influence were significantly associated with peer-nominated rejection. The positive correlation between teacher-rated social influence and peernominated popularity was only marginally significant, and the correlation between peer-nominated social influence and peer-nominated popularity, although statistically significant, was only moderate in magnitude (r = .33). Notably, both teacher and peer reports of social influence were positively associated with peer-nominated aggression.
To further explore the relation between measures of social influence and aggression, we tested whether peer-nominated social influence differed among students who were nominated by their teachers as aggressive as compared to those not nominated. The mean peer-nominated influence score was higher among the teacher-nominated aggressive students (.34) relative to the nonnominated students (.25). The difference between these means was statistically significant [t(122) = 3.13 p < .001; d = .57] and accounted for 7.5% of the variance in peer-nominated influence. This result was not consistent with our prediction that aggression and social influence would be distinct. However, given the correlation between influence and aggression seen in Table 1 , it was also possible that this mean difference did not reflect the association between aggression and influence, but was the result of common method variation. If this were the case, and levels of peer-nominated aggression were held constant, the relation between teacher-rated aggression and peer-nominated influence would be rendered non-significant or eliminated entirely. To evaluate this possibility, we entered the peer-nominated aggression as a covariate in an ANCOVA of peernominated influence on teacher nomination status. The difference on social influence between the teacher-nominated aggressive students and nonnominated students was rendered non-significant as expected [Means = .27 and .29; F(1, 121) < 1, ns; η 2 = .01]. Thus, the observed association between teacher-nominated aggression and peer-nominated influence was due to a third variable, namely peernominated aggression, which correlated with teacher nominations of aggression and peer nominations of influence. These results suggest that teachers were discriminating between aggression and influence when rating peer influence, even among the most aggressive students.
Convergent Validity
The second hypothesis predicted strong associations between peer nominations of influence and teacher ratings of influence. As can be seen in Table 1 , the correlation between teacher ratings of influence and peer nominations of influence was highly significant (r = .70, p < .001). Because peer-nominated influence correlated significantly with peer-nominated aggression, we wanted to determine the extent to which common method variance in the peer nominations might have inflated the correlation between teacher and student ratings of peer influence. We used a regression analysis to calculate the partial correlation between teacher and peer measures of social influence, controlling for peer-nominated aggression. This analysis found that the partial correlation between teacher and peer measures of influence, controlling for peernominated aggression, remained highly significant (r = .70, p < .001). Thus, our results show evidence for convergent validity between teacher and peer ratings of influence.
Related to the issue of convergent validity is the definition of a cut score to define students who will be recruited for intervention. To determine the optimal cut score for selecting influential students among those nominated for aggression, and to evaluate the adequacy of the teacher influence measure for selection, we calculated the sensitivity and specificity of the measure. We dichotomized the peer-nominated influence scores of the students nominated for aggression to produce a categorical score that would allow calculation of sensitivity and specificity. Figure 1 is a receiver operating characteristics (ROC) curve of the teacher ratings of peer influence. The curve plots the sensitivity of the measure (proportion correctly selected) against the reflected specificty of the measure (1-proportion correctly not selected) for the 38 highly aggressive students rated by teachers. Each potential cut score (1-5) is labeled. The distance between the curve and the diagonal suggests that the measure is substantially more accurate in selection than would be expected by chance alone. In addition, the curve clearly shows that a cut score of 4 on the teacher influence measure maximizes both sensitivity (.74) and specificity (.79). This score was used as a cut score for selecting influential students among those nominated for aggression. 
Selection, Aggression, and Influence
Our final analysis concerned differences between students nominated by their teachers for aggression and those selected for participation in the intervention based on both aggression and influence on the joint distribution of aggression and influence. Specifically, we hypothesized that students who were selected for the intervention because their teachers nominated them as aggressive and rated them as influential would have higher peer ratings of aggression and influence than would students who were either nominated but not selected, or students who were not nominated. A MANOVA comparing these three nested groups (total sample, nominated, selected) on peer-nominated aggression and influence scores returned significant multivariate effects for nominated status [multivariate F(2, 120) students had a higher mean aggression score than nonnominated students (means = .40 and .27, d = .71), and within the teacher-nominated aggressive students, selected students had higher aggression scores than did those not selected (means = .47 and .32, d = .83). Teacher-nominated aggressive students were also viewed as more influential than nonnominated students by their peers (means = .35 and .25, d = .57), and within teacher-nominated status, the difference between selected and nonselected students was substantial (means = .48 and .22, d = .93). Figure 2 is a scatterplot of peer-nominated aggression and influence. The markers used to identify each case illustrate selection status. Those students who were nominated and selected based on teacher selection showed substantial differences in the joint distribution of their peer-nominated aggression and peernominated influence scores. These results support our hypothesis that the selection procedures identified students who were both aggressive and influential according to peer nominations.
DISCUSSION
The present study was undertaken to evaluate a method for identifying high-risk students who were both aggressive and influential among their peers. Our findings suggested that the peer influence construct was not isomorphic with aggression and other domains of youth social behavior. In addition, teacher ratings of peer influence correlated highly with peer ratings, therefore showing good convergent validity, and the teacher measure of influence discriminated among influential and less influential students among the aggressive students. The selection procedure appears to have identified students who were both highly aggressive and influential among their peers. Specifically, this study suggests that when teachers are asked to first nominate an aggressive subgroup and then rate aggressive students on influence, their discrimination of relative influence is similar to that which would come from the students. This may mean that if done in this manner, teacher nominations can serve as good proxies to the more cumbersome peer nomination procedure in selecting students for targeted interventions.
The peer-nominated influence scale and the anchors for teacher ratings of influence were designed to tap influence among peers that was not necessarily conventional leadership. The correlation of the item assessing leadership of troublemakers with the full scale in the peer-nominated influence measure suggests that the measure was tapping social influence that was both "antiestablishment" and conventional in nature. Furthermore, the high correlation between the teacher and peer measures of social influence suggests that teachers were also attending to both conventional and unconventional social influence in making their ratings. The lack of a relation between the influence scale and an item assessing influence by intimidation suggests that what is being measured is influence over others that is not necessarily conventional but is also not coercive.
Analyses testing convergent validity found a strong relation between peer-nominated and teacher-rated social influence among the students nominated by their teachers for aggression. This relation held even when controlling for peer-nominated aggression. In fact, the correlation between teacher and peer measures of social influence found in this investigation was of a similar magnitude as the correlations reported between peer and teacher measures of aggression (e.g., Huesmann et al., 1994) . This is significant because teacher reports, though widely used, have been criticized for halo effects (Epkins, 1994) and underreporting of problem behaviors (Biederman et al., 1998) . Teachers are in an excellent position to observe social behavior, and to know the most socially influential children in their classes. It is not surprising that they would be able to accurately identify children's degrees of social influence.
Overall, the procedure using teacher nominations for aggression and teacher ratings of children's influence among their peers resulted in the selection of students who, according to peer nomination measures, were both significantly more aggressive and influential than their peers. Thus, the procedure appears to have served its intended purpose. Intervening with students in the belief that they will exercise influence over their peers was the aim of the targeted small group intervention of the Metropolitan Area Child Study (cf. Guerra et al., 1995; Letendre et al., in press; Metropolitan Area Child Study Research Group, 2002 ) . However, the Metropolitan Area Child Study did not select students for intervention based on their degree of influence among peers. To our knowledge, the MVPP is the first prevention trial to explicitly include peer influence in its selection procedure.
These findings have implications for the methods used when targeting high-risk adolescents for preventive interventions. The theory behind the MVPP is that targeting students who are both aggressive and influential can contribute to short-term reductions in school levels of aggression and prevent the emergence of aggressive behavior in the longer term. In order to conduct such selective preventive interventions, whether for research trials or full-scale implementation, it will be necessary to identify individuals who are most likely to increase risk in the target population. When such interventions are implemented in middle schools or high schools, the numbers of children and the absence of small self-contained ecological units make sociometric measures of influence impractical. This investigation provides evidence that teachers can provide accurate assessments of students' degrees of influence among their peers. Thus, the use of teacher ratings rather than peer nominations can help make selection of appropriate students for intervention more practical.
This selection procedure can be tailored to maximize either sensitivity or specificity for selecting either aggressive or influential students by adjusting the teacher-rated influence cut scores or the proportion of students teachers are to nominate. The fact that the intervention was intended to affect aggression through peer influence processes argued for greater sensitivity in detecting influential youth, and thus a lower cut score, whereas the cost of administering an indicated intervention argued for greater specificity and a higher cut score. We selected a cut score of 4 on the teacher ratings influence, believing it represented the most acceptable compromise (Kraemer et al., 1999) . Greater sensitivity and specificity would certainly have been desirable, and might have been achieved with multiple assessments over a longer period of time (Petras et al., 2004) . However, this selection procedure, like most assessments of risk for aggression, lacks a "gold standard" against which to measure the adequacy of a selection procedure. The peer-nominated influence scores were dichotomized in order to estimate sensitivity and specificity.
It is important to note the limitations of the current study. The first possible limitation is the proportion of students in each class who had consent to complete peer nomination measures. There were small but significant differences between consented and nonconsented students on peer popularity and influence ratings, in which nominators were characterized as less popular and less influential than nonnominators. Thus, those students who provided peer nominations may have been somewhat less sensitive in identifying those students who were highly influential, given their relatively lower popularity and influence among peers. We did, however, find no significant difference between nominators and nonnominators on either aggression or peer rejection, and we do not believe that differences in consent status seriously compromise the validity of these results.
Asking teachers and consenting students to nominate students who do not have consent may have ethical implications that we believe are balanced by the societal good of conducting indicated interventions and by the minimal risk posed by these selection procedures. Although it is possible that nonconsenting students were exposed to greater risk than in everyday life through these procedures, the behaviors assessed by the peer nominations were common, not uniformly negative or necessarily stigmatizing. Many were positive behaviors and attributes (e.g., "Who do other kids try to be like?"). Additionally, limiting nominations to children with consent might have been more likely to stigmatize than would allowing children to nominate any class member, as being presented with a subset of children would invite speculation regarding why a child was in the subset.
Another possible limitation is that the study was conducted in school settings structured more like lower grade schools than large middle schools. The selection procedure was intended for a multisite study, in which many middle schools were of substantial size. We believed that the validity of the procedure could not be tested adequately in such large middle schools, as students would be unlikely to know each other well enough to provide reliable sociometric data, and thus, to validate a method based on teacher ratings. However, in the small schools chosen for this investigation, teachers might have been likely to have more opportunities to observe student behavior and understand patterns of social influence than would teachers in larger middle schools. The generalizability of this study's findings may also be limited to some extent by the location of the schools. Both schools were in distressed, innercity areas, where aggression may have been tolerated to a greater extent than would have been the case in other settings. Greater tolerance of aggression might tend to exaggerate the relation between aggression and influence found in this investigation.
Related to the limitation posed by school size is the issue of the small number of teachers and schools involved in this study. Given these limitations, the results are suggestive rather than conclusive. Future research with larger numbers of teachers and schools, and perhaps in larger schools and/or using multiple points of assessment, will be needed to establish the validity of this procedure.
In summary, our findings suggest that teachers can identify students who are considered both aggressive and influential by their peers. Social influence, whether measured by teacher ratings or peer nominations, appeared to be distinct from other aspects of youth social behavior. Given the developmental relevance of peers as powerful socializing agents during early adolescence, our procedures for identifying students who are both aggressive and influential among their peers show promise for use in targeted prevention programs.
